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PER CURI AM

Timothy Spratley pled guilty to being a convicted fel on
in possession of a firearm in violation of 18 U S. C § 922(9)
(2000), and was sentenced to 41 nonths of inprisonnent. He appeals
his conviction, arguing the district court erred in denying his
notion to suppress. Finding no error, we affirm

Spratley alleges that the evidence obtained pursuant to
his stop and arrest should have been suppressed. W review the
district court’s factual findings underlying a notion to suppress

for clear error and its |legal determ nations de novo. Onelas v.

United States, 517 U S. 690, 699 (1996); United States v. Rusher,

966 F.2d 868, 873 (4th Cir. 1992). Wen a suppression notion has
been denied, this court construes the evidence in the |ight nost

favorable to the governnent. United States v. Seidman, 156 F. 3d

542, 547 (4th CGr. 1998).
The initial contact between police officers and Spratl ey

was consensual . See United States v. Waver, 282 F.3d 302, 309

(4th G r. 2002). The officers had reasonable suspicion to seize
Spratl ey and conduct a pat-down search based on the totality of the
ci rcunst ances, including the unusual manner in which he parked his
car, his nervous behavior, the bulge in his pocket, and the gun in

plain viewin his car. See, e.qg., United States v. Sokol ow, 490

US 1, 8 (1989); Waver, 282 F.3d at 309-10. Moreover, to the

extent Spratley’ s claimregarding the seizure of the gun fromhis



car is properly before the court, the gun was properly seized
because part of the gun was concealed, making its incrimnating

character apparent. See United States v. Jackson, 131 F.3d 1105,

1109 (4th Cr. 1997). Accordingly, our review of the record
reveals no reversible error

We affirm Spratley’ s conviction. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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